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SOUTH DAKOI'A 'S POPULATION AND NET MIGRATION, 1950-60 
Smmna.ry 
1. · The State's 1960 Population The official census count of South 
Dakota's population, _April 1, 1960, was 680,514. This represents a gain 
of 27,774 or 4.3% over the 1950 census count. When included with its 
six neighboring states, South Dakota ranked sixth in the amount of popu-
lation increase for the 1950-60 decade. None of these state's population 
growth, not even Minnesota with 14.5%, was up to the total nation's growth 
of 18.5%. 
2. State's Population History A review of South Dakota's popula-
tion history reveals that a growth of 4.3% !or the 1950-60 decade com-
pares favorably with the smaller increase of 1.5% for the 1940-50 period • 
Yet, neither of these two deca~es recorded a population increase of the 
size experienced for the decades prior to 1930. The total oopulation 
gains for the two most recent decades, 194C-50 and 1950-60, of 38,000 
have fa~ed to c~mpensate for the loss in population during the depression 
decade of 1930-40 when the State's population declined about 50,000. 
3. Urban-Rural Population The shift of population from the rural areas 
to urban centers continued duri..,g the 1950-60 period. However, the 23.3% 
increase of urban population for the decade was the second lowest of any 
decade in the history of the State. South Dakota now has twenty-five urban 
communities and they accounted for 39% of the State's total population. 
Two places moved from the rural to the urban classification (Chamberlain 
and Fort Pierre) and two places dropped from the urban to the rural class 
(Lemm.on ~nd Webster). 
South Dakota's rural population continued to decline (-5.2%) from 
1950 to 1960, but the loss was not as great as it was for 1940 to 1950, 
when the rural population declined 10%. 
4. Growth of Counties with Urban Connnunities The six counties with 
communities-;-f 10,000 o~re inhabitants in 1950 increased 22.3% by 
1960. However, the seventeen counties with communities of 2,500 to 10,000 
population in 1950 increased only 1.8%. On the other hand, the forty-
four counties without urban co:rmnunities {an incorporated place of 2,500 
or more inhabitants) in 1950 had declined 7.9% by 1960. 
Sixty-three percent of South Dakota's 1960 populatinn was located 
in the 23 counties with urban communities, whereas only 37% of the 
State's population lived in the 44 counties without an urban community. 
(continued) 
5. Gains and Losses for State Economic Areas South Dakota is divided 
into eight economic areas, each of which contains counties with similar 
agricultural-economic conditions. Three of the areas had population gains, 
and five had losses over the 1950-60 decade. The greatest population 
gain (22.6%) occurred in economic Area la which is the West-River section 
of the State excluding the Indian Rec~rvation lands. Much of this growth 
was due to population increases in Ra~ ,i d City and Fort Pierre. By contrast 
the greatest loss in population (-8.3~) occurred in Area 3b. Within this 
area the greatest decline in population was experienced by Charles Mix 
County, which lost 24.3% of its 1950 population. 
An analysis of the population change in South Dakota on the basis 
of economic areas reveals that those areas showing gains for the 1950-
60 decade received most if not all of their gain from one or two 
counties in the area; these counties, in turn, received population gain 
from a town or city that had experienced a substantial population increase. 
"~ 6. South Dakota's Potential Population Increase The State's actual 
population in 1960 was 680,514. This was an increase of 27,774 or 4-3% 
since 1950. Did this increase compare favorably with South Dakota's 
pot~::i.!,.:1-al population growth for the decade? This question can be answered 
by est.!ll1ating the State's potential population increase. The State's 
potE.D~~;.al increase (births minus deaths) for the ten-year period (1950-1960) 
was 1~· ,736. If South Dakota had kept all of its potential population 
increase it would have had a population in 1960 of 774,476 persons rather 
than the_ actual population of 680,514. 
7. South Dakota's Net Out-Migration South Dakota's potential 1960 pop-
ulation was not realized because more people left the state during the 
ten-year period thc!n moved into it. The amount of population loss due to 
net out-migration for the 1950-60 decade is estimated to be 93,962. In 
other words, it is estimated that South Dakota lost the equivalent of 
14-4% of its 1950 population due to net out-migration. The loss stands 
in contrast to the estimated net out-migration of 79,035 persons (12.3%) 
for the 1940-50 decade. 
Estimated net out-migration for economic areas ranged from a loss 
of 28% for Area lb to a loss of 2.8% for Area la. On the county level, 
only four counties, Pennington, Stanley, Hughes and Minnehaha, had esti-
mated in-migration for the decade. The other sixty-three counties exper-
ienced an estimated net out-migration ranging from -55% for Washabaugh 
County to -7.4% for Jackson County. · 
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PART I 
GENERAL POPULATION GROOH OF SOUTH DAKOTA 
Marvin P. Riley and Jeanne Biggar* 
South Dakota's Total Population 
Preoent Situation The official count of South Dakota's population 
as of April 1, 1960, was 680,514 (Advanced Final Report, Eighteenth u. s. 
Census). This is a gain rif 27,774, or 4.3%, over the 652,740 inhabitants 
of the State in 1950. When included with its six neighboring states, 
South Dakota's population growth of 4.3% for the decade 1950-60 ranks 
sixth. (Table 1) 
Table 1 Population and Population Change fer Souih Dakota, Selected 
States and the United States 1950-60 1/ 
Minnesota 3,413,864 2,982,483 14.5 
Montana 674,767 591,024 14.2 
Wyoming 330,066 290,529 13.6 
Nebraska 1,411,330 1,325,510 6.5 
Iowa 2,757,537 2,621,073 5.2 
South Dakota 680,514 652,740 4.3 
North Dakota 632,446 619,636 2.1 
Total United States 179,323,000 Y 151,326,000 g/ 18.5 
1/ U. s. Census, "Advanced Repo!ts, Final Population Counts, 1960." 
Y U.S. total population residing in the U.S.; excludes Armed Forces 
abrnad; _· .. includes Alaska and Hawaii. 
* Associate Profeesor and Graduate Assistant, respectively, Rural Sociology 
·nepar~~ent. The ~u~hors acknowledge their indebtedness to the State Office 
of Vital Statistics, Pierre, South Dakota, for the vital statistics used 
in this report. For assistance in the preparation of maps and tables, the 
work of James Satterlee, student assistant, is acknowledged. 
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What is perhaps even more significant is the fact that not ohe of South 
Dakota's neighbors growth, even Montana with a 14.5% increase, was up to 
the total nation's growth of 18.5%. South Dakota in 1950 contained 
slightly less than one-half of one per cent (.43%) of the total nation's 
·~opulation; by 1960 this pro~rtion had dropped to .39%. 
Historical Trend 1870-1960 A look at South Dakota's population 
histo!1: reveals that a growth of 4.3% for the 1950-60 decade compares 
favorably with the smaller increase of 1.5% experie~~~d in 1940-50 per-
iod (Table 2). Yet neither of these two decades redorded a population 
. increase of the magnitude comparable to those in ~he years prior to 1930. 
. . 
In fact, ever since the first enumeration of its population in 1870, 
South Dakota has had a sizeable population increase every decade until 
the drought and depression years of the 1930's (Table 2 and Figure 1). 
The most rapid growth of course, occurred in the period of .1870 to 1890 
during the settlement years· nf the Dakota Territory. Although drought 
discouraged settlement and encouraged many to move on a~ter 1890, there 
was a new surge of growth. after 1900. ~he opening oI the Western parts 
of South Dakota to homesteaders, the coming of the railroads, and the 
establishment of trade centers all served to attract newccmers to South 
Dakota. These factors all combined to give South Dakota in the year of 
1930 its ~argest population ever -- 692,849 persons. 
The only period of decline in .South Dakota's population occurred 
during the depression years between 1930 and 1940. The State lost al-
most 50,000 persons when drought and unemployment ,forced many midwest-
Table 2 Total Population of South Dakota, Urban and Rural, Percentage Increase or Decrease 
by Decade, 1870-1960 
-
Census Year PoE!!lation of South Dakota Percentage Increase or Decrease 
Over Preceding Census 
The State Urban Rural The State Urban '-' Rural 
1870 11,776 - - - ... ll,776 
1880 98,268 7,208 91,060 734.5 - - - 673.5 
1890 . 348,600 28,555 320,045 254.7 296.2 251.5 
1900 401,570 40,936 360,634 15.2 43.4 12.7 
1910 583,888 76,469 507,419 45.5 86.8 40.7 
1920 636,547 101,872 534,675 9.0 33.2 5.4 
"I 
1930 692,849 130,907 561,942 8.8 28.5 5.1 
1940 642,961 158,087 484~874 - 7.2 20.8 - 13.7 
1950* 652,740 216,710 436,030 1.5 37.1 - 10.1 
1960* 680,514 267~1['0 413.334 4.3 23.3 - 5.._2 
* Urban Population based on 1950 U.S. Census Bureau definition of Urban Place. 
Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Seventeenth Census of the United States, 1950, and "Advance Report, Final 
Population Count, 1960 Census of ·Population." 
I I I 
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5 
erners to seek better employment opportunities elsewhere. Since 1940, 
South Dakota has experienced a trend of small increases in population. 
As a result of this trend the gains of 10,000 from 1940 to 1950 and 
28,000 from 1950 to 1960, have not yet compensated _for _the number of 
persons who left the State during the depression decade. 
South Dakota's Urban~ Rural ·Population 
Urban Population Another tre.nd is the continuation of the shift 
of population from the rural areas to urban centers (Figure 1 and Table 
2). However the23.3% increase of urban population (that is, of all in-
corporated places having 2500 inhabitants or more) from 1950 to 1960 
was the second lowest gain of any decade in the history of. the State. 
The urban population now accounts for 39% of the State's total (Table 3). 
In 1930, when the State reached its largest census total (692,849 inhabitants), 
Table 3 South Dakota's Urban and Rural Population as a Percent of 
Total State Population, 187~196~ 
Yea:r 
1870 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 
Rural 100.0 92.7 91.8 89.8 86.9 84.0 81.1 75.4 66.8 60.9 
Urban o.o 7.3 8.2 10.2 13.1 16.0 18.9 24.6 33.2 39.1 
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
* Urban Population based on 1950 U. s. Census Bureau definition of Urban 
Place, U. s. Bureau of Census, Seventeenth Census .2f the United States, 
122.Q; and U. S. Bureau of Census, rr Advanced Final Report, 1960 Census 
of Population, South Dakota.n 
6 
TABLE 4 POPULATION OF: S0'(J'J.'H · DA~ar~ co~~.T!~_ CLASSIFIED URBAN* 1950, 
AND 1960, AND PER.CENI'A'GE 'Cl-IANGS · . .- .: ·:-.·. -.-· .. . .. ,.:: : ~===========:;:;:::::;:::::===========~====·,,.::·: ·~'.I,· .. . . ... .. ~: .. ! .: 
. · · . - . i .: · ·. Ghan.ge; .. : .-:qh~SF3 . . . . . . . 
J. -:···P~P.~~tio~. : . Ppp~~ation in in · ··· · · · · .· ..
Community 
And .-: , . 
Place 1960 · ···· · ·. ·1950 .·.- ·· .'Mumbtut · ,: .P~pc~~t ---------~--.P-~-~-------------_;..~---...;._-;.......,....;., . , . . . . 
Communities Urban in 1950 and in 1960 • I .,_ •, •, • • ~• • ' ' • 1 : : . ::· ,:: .. · . . :·.:··.' ·. _,,·., .. ·. : .' 
. . ~- . . . . '-, . . 
Aberdeen (Brown) 23,073 21,051·; . .- ... · ~;-022 :•i:'r JJ.'...6-. '· .·. -~· ... .-·· 
Belle Fourche (Butte) 4,087 3,540 547 15.5 
Brookings (Brookings) .. ·. 10,55lL :· ._. -7,764 .: ~,794 36.0 
Canton (Lincoln) 2,5i1~· · ···· · · ; 2~530:~: .;_· L~--~l~}.:;!.; . . :.~ _.-8 
Deadwood:·{~wr~11ae.) , .. , . 3,045 3,288 -243 -7 .4 
Hot Springs (Fall River) .·. · :4;943- .~ .· .5;030.. . -87 -1.7 
Huron (Bea~e) . 14,180 12, 78~ · · · ·1,392 :,- ·; .. 10~.9~ 
Lead (Lawrence)' · · 6,211 · 6,422 -211 -3.3 
Madison (Lake.) 5,420 5,153 26?° · · · -5.2 
Milbank (Grant) 3,500 ~,982 518 17.4 
,··· ,,.·.· ~ 
Mitchell (Davidson) 12,555 12,123 · 432 J.6 . ,. ... . . 
Mobridge (Walworth) 4,391 . 3,753 638 17 .O 
Pierre (Hughes) , 10,088 5,715 4,373 76-~5 
Rapid City (Pennington) · 42,399 ~-' 25,310 17,089 67 .5 
Redfield (Sp4u<) . 2,952 2,655 · 297 11.2 
Sioux Falls {Minnehaha)' ·. 66,582 .52,696 13,886 26.4 
-. .Sisseton (Roberts) 3,218 2,891 347 12:.0 
Spearfish (Lawrence) · 3,682 . · · .2,755 927 33.6 
Sturgis (Meade) 4,639 3,471 1,168 3J;6 . _.-
Vermilliol;l.-·( Cl~y.) _ . 6,102 5,337 765 14.3 
Watertown (Codington) . 14,077 . ·12,699 1,378 10.9 
Witmer ... {Tripp.) .:-.~~:::-.:i:·-:~-· 3, 705 :·. . ·. 3,2~;2 r.:~ ' . 255 · :.r-7:;8 ·. · 
Yankton (Yankton) 9,279 -..--· .. ···-.. ·.-..;· .. 7:-,.?ffi...__·-.:~· ... ~.t.?70 20.4 
Urban part of; UniQn County 736 ·. 553 ~- --~ .. 1s3· .: .·;· .. 33-.=1:-.. 7 :-- .. : ...... .. : .. . - . .; 
. •, ,:··: . 
.. . .,. -~ --· .. ... .. ....... ...... . . . 
Communities Rural .in 19~0 and Urban in·1960 . --·~ ... • • * ·.t • ...... .... . '\ ... _ __ ., __ . .. 
Chamberlain (Brule) 
Fort Pierre (Stanley) ·· 
2,598 
2,649 
Co:rmp.unities Urban in 1950 and .Rpral in 1960 
1,912 · · ,· 686 · · 3.5.9. ... · 
951 1,698 1?8.5 '· 
·:.,. 
: .•· . ~·· .. ... : -
.. -- ...... 
,., . . I ' ' 
Lemmon (Perkins) . ~~"--::: .. ·. -~:-.:-:.- :.::: ·: .. ·2~412 ~./ ~::::~~ · · 2, 160·.,
1
~·· ·: .: ·:; · ·._, · -~~J4~· :~~:-::t.2.-6 · 1· :: · 
We~~:p_er (Day) · · . · · 2,409 . . ·2,5q3 -~4· ··---_3::·~ .:,;.~...;;.-~~- -:-.: .. 
. ·.: : .. ·. . ... :. .. 
. . . : . -~ ., . * Urban Population based on U. s. Census · Bur~au definition .of , Ur~pn :Pltic.e -
an incorporated place having 2,500 or more population . . . . , : ·; , · '. 
-
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the urbaz:i population ~sonly 18.?% of the total. There are now twenty-
five places ·classified as urban_ 1/ in South Dakota with a total popu-
lation of 267,180 (Tab~e 4). Two cities experienced phenomenal growth 
in the last decade. Pierre g~ew by addifl:g 4,393 to its total, an in-
crease of 77%. Rapid _City added 16,821 to its total, an increase .. of 
over 66%. Both of these communi~ies undoubtedly hav~. been influenced 
by being located adjacent to federal projects; the air base at Rapid 
. . 
City, and the Oahe ·Dam at Pierre. Only two p~a~~s-Cha.mberlain and 
. -·-· . . .. . ; •(' .~ 
.. ~. Fort Pierre--moved ·ft-oin the rur:it . to an urban . ciass.iii.cation during 
the decade. On the other hand ·two places, . Lemmon and Wepster experi- . 
. : .' .· . .. 
enced losses which dropped' them from ' an urban to a rural classification 
{See ':fable 4). 
Rural Population South Dakota's rural population, on the other 
hand, continued to decline (-5 .2%) from 1950 to 1960, but the loss was · 
not as great ·as it was for the 1940:-1950 decade when the rural popula-
• • •• ;, . .. - · ... •t"' • • • 
tion decl?-fled 10%. Of the two segments of -the rural population, the 
non-farm~ ·and the farm; · --the farm ·segme·nt/ hiis· be~n!.'~xpe~i~~cing ''th;· .greater 
population loss. Although 1960 census information, ~s ··not available at 
the present time to document the t _rend of the farm ~~gment of the rural , 
population, it is anticipated that . the fin~ reports will. show that 
another' large loss in farm population ha~ occurred. 
Relative Growth 2f Urban fil:!£1 Rural Counties _ .. A better insight into 
1/ A note .on urban population: One should be aware of the fact that an 
addition of only one person to a population of 2,499 makes that popula-
tion urban; obviously great caution should be exercised in making any 
deduction as to the "urbanization" of a state or of a co_unty containing 
these small urban centers. 
B 
the changes taking place in the urban and rural composition of South 
Dakota's population during the past decade is obtained ~y studying the 
relative growth for urban and rural counties of the state. By classify-
ing the counties of the State on the basis of their largest community in 
1950 and in 1960, we find that the population included in "counties with 
communities of 10,000 population or more" increased 39,2%. (Table 5). 
Table 5 Counties Grouped According to Size of Largest 
Cormnunity in 1950, and in 1960 
Counties Counties - 1950 Counties - 1960 Percent Percent of 
with of State POE• 
Communities No. Pop. No. Pop·. Change 1950 1960 
10,000 
or over 6 194,128 8 Z?0,230 39.2 29.7 39.7 
2,500 to 
10,000 17 198,305 15 156,755 -21.0 30.4 23.0 
Under 
2,500 44 260,307 44 253,529 - 2.6 39.9 37.3 
Total 67 652,740 67 680,514 100.0 100.0 
... _ 
Part of this increase was due to the fact that the number of counties 
in this category increased from six to eight during the decade. "Counties 
with communities of 2,500 to 10,000 population" showed a loss of 21.0%. 
Part of this loss was due to the reduction in the number of counties in 
this category from seventeen to fifteen • . The rural counties, that is 
iYcounties with connnunities under 2,500 populationvv showed a loss of · 2.6%. 
The proportion of the StateVs population now residing in the eight coun-
ties with "communities of 10,000 ~r more population" constitutes nearly 
-
-
-
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4<:1/, of the State's population, in contrast to only 37% of the State's 
population being located in the forty-four rural counties. 
Part of the population increase for the urban counties in Table 5 
is due to the increase in the number of counties with connnunities of 
10,000 or more population during the ten year period. Another view of 
the population change for the urban counties is provided in Table 6. 
Table 6 Population Change for Counties Grouped According to Size 
of Largest Community .in 1950 
Counties with 
Communities 
10,000 or more 
2,500 to 10,000 
Under 2,500 
Total 
1950 
Population 
194,128 
198,305 
260,307 
652,740 
1960 
Population 
237,459 
201,826 
241,229 
680,514 
Percent 
Change 
22.3 
1.8 
In this table, the same counties that were classified as urban in 
1950 are followed through to 1960 and their changes in population noted. 
Thus we find that the total population of the six counties with "commun-
ities of 10,000 or more population" in 1950 had increased 22.3% by 1960. 
Also we note that the seventeen counties with smaller urban "communities 
2,500 to 10,000 or more population" increased 1.8% during the same period. 
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On the other hand, the forty-four rural counties "counties with 
communities under 2,500 population" lost 7.9% of their population by 
;,. 
1960. This analysis indicates the segment of the State's populati~n 
that has been achieving the greatest rate of growth. It is preci~eiy 
those urban counties which contained cities of 10,000 or more population 
that have experienced the· greatest rate of growth during the decade. 
State's Economic Areas. 
Intl'Q duction South Dakota is oft~n referred to as ''The Land of 
Infinite Variety." T_his is true with respect to its wide range of 
natural and economic resources; it is also true concerning the distri-
bution of the population within South Dakota. In order to observe 
more closely the population changes which have occurred within South 
Dakota we have divided the State into eight "economic areas" (map 1) 1/ 
These economic areas of South Dakota differ greatly with regard to 
both the amount of land and the population they include. In 1960, for 
example, Area 1 (la and lb) covered more than one-half (50.8%) the land 
of the entire State, but it contained only one-fourth (24.5%) of the 
State's population. At the other extreme,Area 4 (4a and 4b) included 
Ji Each area as outlined here is essentially the same as "a generalized 
type of fanning area" used in studies by the Bureau of Agricultural Econ-
omics or as designated "an economic area" by the Bureau of the Census. 
However, one modification has been made. We have followed Professor 
John P. Johansen's procedure (Bulletin #440) of dividing Area 1 into 
two parts: Area la and Area lb. This is done to distinguish the coun-
ties which to a large extent are, or were Indian reservations. 
Map Ne.. 2 
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only one eighth (12.7%) of the State's land area, but contained three-
eighths (37.5%) of the State's population. This difference in man-
land ratios is rene~ted in density of population for the two areas. 
: I 
I . 
Area 1 had o~ 4;;3 ~rsons per sq~are mile, whereas a·reeJ. 4 had .26.2 
persons per square mile. A better understanding of the entire St~te 
picture is provided by a brief description of each area and its popula-
t~on changes for the 1950-1960 decade. 
Area la. This Northern Great Plains range livestock area in 
Westewa; South Dakota covers 35 .9% of the land and conta.ihs 20.8% of 
the State's population (Map l, Table 7). This area has had a popula-
tion gain of 26,103 (22.6%) since 1950. Gains experienced for two 
counties in this area were responsible for the total area increase. 
Pennington Coun~y's population increase of 24,142 (70.9%) contributed 
most of the gr•wth (Map 2). Rapid City alone contributed 17,089 to 
the area's increase. The gain in Stanley County of 2,030 (98.8%) is 
also outstanding as it nearly doubled its population in the last ten 
years. Thus, the increase in Pennington and Stanley Counties more 
than account for the total gain in Area la. 
Area lb. Thia a~ea has, in ge·neral, the ·same topography,-·as Area 
la. It is the most sparsely settled area of the State (Map l, Table 7, 
Area lb). It encompasses 14.9% of the State's land, but contains only 
3.7% of the State's population. This area includes the Cheyenne River, 
Pine Ridge and Rosebud Indian Reservations,and more than one-half of 
the total Indian population of the State were residents of this area in 1950. 
:, \ ·t 
j 
J·· 
Table? South Dakota Populat ion Gains and Losses for Economic Areas, Sub Areas and Counties 
1950-1960 
Economic Area la and lb 
Sub Areas 
and Final Final Gain Percentag 
Counties Census 1960 Census 1950 or Loss Gain or Loss 
Area lW 141,513 115,410 26·;103 22.6 
Butte 8,592 8,161 431 5.3 
Corson 5,798 6,168 - 370· - 6.0 
Custer ·4,906 5,517 - 6lf -11.l 
Fall River 10,6$8 10,439 249 2.4 
Haakon 3,3.03 3,167 1J6 4.3 
Harding 2,371 2,289 82 3. 
Jackson 1,985 1,768 217 12.3 
Jones 2,066 2,281 - 215 - 9.4 
wrence 17,075 16,648 427 2.6 
Lyman 4,428 4,572 - 144 - 3!'1 
eade 12,044 11,516 528 4.6 
Penningto:i 58,195 34s 053 24,142 70.9 
PerkiPs 5,977 6,776 - 799 -11.8 
Stanley 4,085 2,055 2,030 98.8 
Area l(b) 25,172 25, 994 - 822 - 3.2 
Bennett · 3,,053 3,396 - 343 -10.1 
Dewey-Armstrong 5-~257 4,968 289 5,B 
Mellette 2,664 3,046 - 382 ..;12.5 
Shannon 6,000 5,669 . 33t· 5.8 
Todd 4,661 4,758 - 97 - 2 .. 0 
Wash?baugh 1,042 1,551 - 509 -32.8 
Ziebach 2,495 2,606 - ill - 4 
Area 1 Totals 166,685 141,404 25Jl 281 17.9 
____ J I l 
r 
I 
-
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A continuation of the migration of Indians off the reservations to Rapid 
City and other .lpcalities helps to account fo~ ·the popltlati6n loss of 
822 (-3.2%) from 1950-1960. In fact, all the counties in this area 
showed a loss of population except for Dewey, Armstrong and Shannon 
which recorded a gain of 5.8% each. Moreover, Washabaugh cotinty showed 
a greatest loss (-32.8%) for any county in the entire State. 
Area 2a. This North Central section of South Dakota is a "tran-
sition" farming area; it lies between the grazing land to the west and the 
more intensively farmed land to east and south (Map 1). About two-fifths of 
the area is in cropland and three-fifths is in grazing and wild hay; beef 
and sheep ar~ important livestock industries. 'This area includes 12.8% 
of the State's territory, but only 8.5% of the population. (Table 7, 
Area 2a) Since 1950 its population increased 1,233 persons (2.2%). 
This area would have had a net population loss if it had not been for the 
large gain experienced by Hughes County. Hughes County added 4,614 
(56.9%) to its population; the bulk of this increase was contributed by. 
. . 
the ci~y of Pierre whose population grew 4,373 (76.5%) ·during this period. 
The only other counties to show gains in this area were Potter (5·~1%) 
and Walworth (5.9%). 
Area 2b. The North James River area's agriculture is primarily 
small grains with some corn acreages (Map 1). Livestock enterprises 
center around beef cattle, hogs, sheep, poultry and dai~r,ing. Includ-
!· 
ing slightly less than one-tenth (9.6%) _of the . State's territory, this 
area in i960 contained about one-eighth (13.5%) of So~th Dakota's 
Table 7 South Dakota Population Gains and Losses for Economic Areas, Sub Are.as and Counties f-J 
(Continued) 1950-1960 °' 
Economic Area 2a and 2b · 
Sub Areas 
and Final Final Gain Percentage 
· Counties Census 1960 ·census 1950 or Loss Gain or Loss 
Area 2W 57,497 56,264 1,233 2.2 
Campbell 3,531 4,046 - 515 -12.7 
Edmunds 6,079 7,275 - 1,196 -16.4 
FaulK 4,397 4,752 - 355 - 7.5 
Hand 6,712 7,149 - 437 - 6.1 
Hughes 12,725 8,lll 4,614 56.9 
·ttyde 2,602 2,811 - 209 - 7.4 
McPherson 5,821 7,071 - 1,250 -17.7 
Potter 4,926 4,68~ 23s· : 5.1 
Sully 2,607 2, 71.3· - 106 - 3.9 
Walworth 8,097 7,648 - 449 · 5.9 
Area 2W, 91,807 94,401 - 2,594: - 2.7 . 
~adle 21,682, 21,082 600 2.8 
Brown 34,106. 32,617- 1,489 4.6 
Clark 7,134 '""' 8,369 ·: - 1,235 -14.8 
Day 10,516 12,294. · - 1,778 -14.5 
Marshall 6,663 7,835 - 1,172 -15.0 
Spink ll,706 12,2.04 - 498 - 4.1 
Area ·2 Totals 149,304 · 150,665 - 1,361 - 0.9 
I I I 
-
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population (Table 7, Area 2b). Area 2b showed a populati~n loss of 
2,594 or -2.7% for: tpe decad,; a:)J. the··-c:eunties in this area showed a 
populati<m loss except' Beadle and Brown. · In facft, gains made by the . 
major cities in these two counties, Huron and Aberdeen, provided suffi-;. 
cient increase to offset losses in the rural areas. Huron's gain of 
1,392 persons was more than twice the increase of 600 recorded for Beadle 
County, and ~berdeen's · increase was 2,022 .as compared to Brown County's 
total gain or' 1:,4f39. 
Area 3a. All of the counties in this Sou'bh Central Area of the 
State lie east of the Missouri River except Tripp and Gregory (Map l & 2). 
In terms of its agricultural economy, it is a transition area lying 
betwee~ the moderately intensive livestock-ta~ region ,to the east 
and the grazing range region to the west~ Area 3a covers 6.8% of the 
State's land and contains 4.8% of South Dakota's population in 1960. 
(Table 7, Area 3a). Since 1950 this area experienced a loss of 2,059 
persons which amounted to a population decrease of 5.9'1,. The only gair_l 
in pr,pula tion . ~s made .:by Brule County which shewed an increase of 243 
(4.0%)' for the ·decade. The gain recorded for this county is accounted for 
by the growth of the city of Chamberlain whose population increased by 
686 (34-8%). 
Area 3b. The South James River area is in the Western fringe 
of the Corn Belt region (Map 1). Hogs, cattle feeding, dAirying and 
poultry enterpris~·s together wi~h crops are the important · sources of 
incom~~ In this part of the State 11.3% of the State's population is 
Table 7 South Dakota Population Gains and Losses for Economic Areas, Sub Areas and Counties I-' 
(Continued) 1950-1960 00 
.Economic Area 3a and 3b 
Sub Areas 
and Final Final Gain Percentage 
Count~ Census 1960 Census 1950 or Loss Gain or 1oss 
Area.ll.§j_ 32,823 34,882 - 2,059 - 5.9 
Aurora 4,749 5,020 - 271 - 5.4 
Brule 6,319 6,076 243 4.0 
Buffalo 1,547 1,615 - 68 - 4.2 
Gregory 7,399 8,556 - 1,15·7 -13.5 
Jerauld 4,048 4,476 - 428 - 9.6 
Tripp 8,761 9,139 - 378 ' - 4.1 
Area :il!Ll_ 76,7$4 713 - 6,929 - 8.3 
Bon Honune 9,229 9,440 - 211 - 2.2 
Charles Mix 11,785 15,558 - 3,773 -24-3 
Davison 16,681 16,522 159 1.0 
Douglas 5,113 5,636 - 523 - 9.3 
Hanson 4,584 4,896 - 312 - 6.4 
Hutchinson 11,085 11,423 - 338 - 3.0 
McCook 8,268 8,828 1 - 560 - 6.3 
Miner 5,398 6,268 - 870 -13.9 
Sanborn 4,641 5,142 - 501 - 9.7 
Area 2...I9t~ 109,607 118,595 - 8,988 - 7.6 
• 
-
-
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located on 7.2% of South Dakota's land areas. (Table?, Area Jb). The 
largest population loss for any of the economic areas of the State was _ 
recorded for Area Jb; a loss of 6,929 or 8.3% of its 1950 population. 
All of the counties in fact, except Davison, lost populati~n. The 
greatest loss in this area occurred in Charles Mix County where the 
i,optilation declined 3,773 ~r -24.3%, the second gttatest loss f~r any 
eounty in the State. The maj~r factor in the decline of Charles Mix 
County's population is the cl~sing-"ut nf the work rm Ft. Randall Dam 
and the effect of this on communities such as Lake Andes which. had lo~t 
4°" (754 persons) of its 1950 population by 1960. On the other hand, 
the city of Mitchell's small increase of 432 was enough of a gain to 
compensate for the loss in the remainder of Davison County and provide 
the county with a small increase of 1.0% (159 persons) · for the decade. 
Area ~a. The area located i>, the Northeast corner of South 
Dakota combines livest~ck enterprises together with such crops as wheat, 
flax, potatnes and hay. (Map 1). Included within this area is 6.9'1, 
of the State's tntal land and 12.6% of the State's p~pulation. (Tahle 
7, Area 4a). This section nf the State had a populatinn loss of 985 
(1.1%) over the last ten years. Of the seven counties in this area, 
two counties gained and five lns·t po.pulati('\n. Here, as in the case ('f ·· 
other economic areas of the State, it is the counties with the larger 
communities that experi~nc~s the gains in population. Without the city 
nf Brookings' increase of 2,794 and the city of Watertown's increase of 
1,378, both Brookings anti Co<ij ngt . .n Cannt.i e~ h'OlLld h1:nr" ~.xperie.nced 
Table 7 South Dakota Population Gains and Losses for.Economic Areas, Sub Areas and Counties 
(Continued) 1950-1960 
Sub Areas 
Economic Area 4a and 4b 
and Final Final Gain Percentage 
Counties c~nsus 1960 Centus 1950 or I,oas Gain '"'·-· ="~ss 
Area M1u. 85,681 86,666 - 985 - 1.1 
Brookings 20,046 17,851 2,195 • 12.:; 
Codington 20~220 18,944 1,276 6.7 
Deuel 6,782 7,689 - 907 -11.8 
Grant 9,913 10,233 - 320 - 3.1 
Hamlin 6,303 t 7,058 - 755 ·-10. 7 
Kingsbury 9,227 9,962 - 735 - 7._4 
Roberts 13,190 14,929 - 1,739 -11.6 
Area hl.!21 169,237 155,410 13,827 8. 9 
Clay 10,810 10,993 - 183 ,- 1.7 
Lake 11,764 11,792 - 28 - 0.2 
Lincoln r l2,371 12, 767 - 396 - 3.1 
Minnelia.ha 86,575 70~ 9J_O 15, 665 22.1 
Moody 8,810 9 , :?.52 - 41+2 - 4.8 
Turner 11,159 12si:.oo - 941 - 7.8 
Union 10,197 10,792 - 595 - 5.5 
Yankton 17,551 16,804 747 4.4 
Area 4 Totals 254,918 242,076 12,842 5.3 
Sources: U. s. Bu!'eau of the Census, Seventeenj,h Census of the United States, 1950, and nAdvance Report, 
Final Population Count, 1960 Census of Population.n 
~{'. I 
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slight population lesses. Brookings County showed a gain of 2,195 
(12.3%) and Codington county a gain of 1;276 or 6.7%. 
Area 4b. This Southeast part of South Dakota lies in the Corn 
Belt (Map 1). In addition to the production of corn, intensive live-
·. .. : .. 
stock enterprises such as ·the raising and feeding of cattle and hogs, 
21 
and dairying constitute major sources of income. Although this area 
covers only 5.8% of the State's land area, it contained 24-9% of South 
Dakota's 1960 population. (Table 7, Area 4b). In fact, one-eighth 
(12.7%) of the State's population lives in Minnehaha County alone. 
Within Minnehaha County, Sioux Falls, the State's largest city includes 
nearly one-tenth (9.6%) of South Dakota's total population within its _ 
boundary. Area 4b showed a population .gain of 13,825 (8.9%) since 1950. 
Two counties within this area recorded population gains. A large share 
of Minnehaha County's ·gain of 15,655 or 22.1% was contributed by the 
increase of 12,770 experienced by the city of Sioux Falls. The other 
county, Yankton, showed a -gain .. of only 747 or 4.4% in spite of the fact 
that the city of Yankton's population increased 1,570 in number. 
Summary of~ State's population change !2z economic~· When 
one examines South Dakota's population change during the past decade 
on the basis of its economic .areas, an interesting pattern begins to 
emerge. It concerns the main sources ~f population growth within the 
State's economic areas. This pattern is not immediately apparent when 
changes in the State's population are considered with reference to the 
large total economic areas. In this instance we notice that two areas 
22 
_gaine~ population (Areas land 4) and two areas lost population (Areas 
2 and J). · 
Table 8. South Dakota Population Gains and Losses for Economic 
Areas 1950-1960 
Final Final Gain 
Economic Census .Census or Percentage 
Area 1960 1950 Loss Gain or Loss 
Area 1 Total 166,685 lAl,404 25,281 17.9 
Area la 141,513 115,410 26,10; 22.6 
Area lb 25,172 25,994 -822 -J.2 
Area 2 ·Total 149,304 150,665 -1,361 - -0.9 
Area 2a 57,497 56,264 1,233 2.2 
Area 2b 91,807 94,401 -2,594 -2.7 
Area 3 Total 109,607 118,595 -8,_988 -7.6 
Area Ja 32,823 · · ··J4,882 -2,059 -5.9 
.·· Area Jb 76,784 83,713 -6,9'2!1 · . -8.3 
·Are·a 4 Total 254,918 242,076 12,.~42 . . 5.3 
Area 4a 85,-681 86,666 -~5 -1.1 
Area 4b 169,237 155,410 lJ,827 · 8.9 
State Totals 680,514 652,740 'Z/,774 4.3 
G~~ter insight into· the· nature of the popuiation change emerges 
'A each of the major. eMn~mic .areas are analyzed ··1n: · terms f their . . ·. ·. . ... . 
. . 
~ub-a~~s._ Here we notice that ·three of these eight economic sub-areas 
g~ined popul~~ion: {Areas la; 2a, ·and 4b)~ and fi~e lost population 
(_Ar~a~ lb, .. 2b, 3~,- 3b -and 4a) . ... -- · · · 
It will be o.bserved that ··those economic sub:..areas that recorded . . . . . . . 
pppulation gains .. for th~ 1950-1960 decade ea.ch·. had· o~e or two counties 
' ·, . . . 
. , . ·•·.· 
• 
-
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that reported substantial gains, and that the gains for these counties 
were frequently great enough to account !or n;iost, if not all, of the 
gain for the entire ecnnomic area. Moreover, it will be noticed that 
within the counties having large increases in population there were 
23 
cities whose growth was great enough to account for the maj6r share of the 
counties' increase. In the case of Area la, the c~mbined gain made by 
Pennington and Stanley Counties was greater than the total gain for 
Area la, and, the growth ~f Rapid City and Ft. Pierre accounted for 
nearly three-fourths of the total increase for the two counties. Area 
2a also showed a gain for the decade. Here,too, it was the large in-
crease for Hughes County that put Area 2a into the gain rather than 
the loss column; the increase for the city of Pierre was almost as 
·great as that for Hughes County • . 
The third economic sub-area to show a population increase was Area 
4b. In this case the increase in the population of one county, Minnehaha, 
was greater than the population gain for the entire economic sub-area~ 
Here,again, it was the population growth experienced by one city that 
accounted for most of the growth of the county. Actually, the growth 
of the dity of Sioux Falls was great enough to account for more than 
90% of the growth recorded for the entire sub-area. 
The pattern exhibited for those economic sub-areas that recorded 
population gains for the 1950-1960 decade is one in which the popula-
tion increase for one or two counties in each economic sub-area was 
great enough to put the area in the population gain column. Those 
24 
t~o~ties th~t: were ·· crucial in, the determination --of population gain 
tor ~"e~tr area were COU11tiee:' that oont-e.1ned a city that exper-
ienced large. population ga.iruf for t~ · deeade. . Thus the population increase 
contributed·by the ·cities· of Fort ·Pierre, Rapid City, Pierre and Sioux 
Falls to their respective economic areas was a decisive factor in the 
gains for their economic area. 
• 
• 
-
.. 
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PART II 
South Dakota's Actual vs. Potential Population Increase, 
Net Migration 
Introduction Thus far we have observed what the actual popula-
tion change has been for South Dakota for the decade. This has been 
accomplished by comparing the census population count for the year 
"' .. ~· . ' 
1950: with the count for 1960. We have found that the State's popula-
tion increased in -number by 27,774 perso_ns or 4 .3% during this ten-year · 
period. Unfortunately, the census ~formation does not permit us ·to ; 
say anything about what South Da.kota's _po~ation growth would have been 
if there had·not been losses -due to the movement of people out of the 
State. 
One of the great concerns of ~hose citizens who have been inter-
ested in South Dakota's welfare, particularly economic conditions, has 
been the of growth of the State•~ population. These pe·rsons 
desire to know just how well South Dakota did on the matter of popula-
tion growth rb)ring the last decade. They ask, "Did the State's actual 
population growth of 27,774 in numbe~ compare favorably with the State's 
potential growth?" What they a.re asking of course, is, "What ·would 
South Dakota's popula~ion increase have been from 1950 to 1960 if it ' 
had kept all of its natural increase (births minus deaths) and not lost 
any population -due to people leaving the State?" This question can be 
answered. It is answered by the use of the following method. 
·,, 
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Procedure South Dak.ota's "potential" population increase for the 
1950-60 period has been determined by finding the total natural increase 
for these years. To. find the. amount of natural increase fnr the years 
between the 1950 census and the 1960 census, the number of births and 
the number of deaths for each eounty for each month from April 1, 1950, 
through March 31, 1960, was obtained from the Office of Vital Statistics, 
South Dak~ta Department of Public Health. The total number of deaths 
tor the ten-year period was then subtracted from the total number of 
births, the difference being the natural increase. The natural increase 
is the population that accrued to the State through the process of 
natural growth. This natural increase for the 1950-1960 decade we have 
termed the "potential increase." By this procedure we have estimated 
the population growth for the decade for the counties, economic areas, 
and the state of South Dakota, (See Appendix Table 1, for the number of 
births, deaths and natural increase for each county.) 
State's Potential Population Increase Applying the above 
procedure to the State's total popi).lation we find that the total num-
ber of births for the State of South Dakota from April 1, 1950, to March 
31, 1960, was 181,921 (See Appendix Table 1). The loss from deaths occur-
during this same period was 60,185. Thus the natural increase for 
the State as a whole for the decade was 121,736. This number is the 
State's potential population increase for the decade. It can be 
interpreted to mean that if South Dakota had not gained or lost any popu-
lation through -migration, the increase in population for the State would 
• 
-
-
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Table 9 South Dakota's Economic Areas: Potential and Actual 
Population Increase, 1950-1960 
Potential Actual 
Economic 1950 Increase Increase 
Area Population 1950-60 1950-60 
Area 1 141,404 35,848 25,281 
Area la 115,410 29,384 26,103 
Area lb 25,994 6,464 -822 
Area 2 150,665 26,136 -1,361 
Area 2a 56,264 11,169 1,233 
Area 2b 94,401 14,967 -2,594 
Area 3 118,595 18,837 -8,988 
Area 3a 34,882 5,801 -2,059 
Area 3b 83,713 13,063 -6,929 
Area 4 242,076 40,915 12,842 
Area 4a 86,666 14,128 -985 
Area 4b 155,410 26,787 13,827 
State Totals "652,740 121.736 27,774 
have been 121,736 rather than the actual increase of 27,774 (Table 9). 
Several of the State's economic areas reveal striking .differences 
between their potential and actual population increase {Table 9). 
State economic Area 2, for example had a potential increase of 26,136 
but actually lost population (-1,361) between 1950 and 1960. The same . 
kind of situation existed in Area 3. There the potential population 
increase was 18,837, whereas the area actually experienced a consider-
able population loss (-8,988) for the decade. On the ~ther hand, the 
two areas that had actual increases in population (Areas 1 and 4) fell 
short of realizing their potential increase. Differences within the 
.: : 
J 
I 
_ _J 
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areas are-,revea.led in the variation that existed between the sub-areas. 
~otential fillg Actual 1960 Population . The State's population 
given by the 1960 U. s. Census was 680,514.. What would this figure 
have been if South Dakota had realized its Pf'}tenti.al population inarease? 
In other words, what would the population of the State have been in 1960 
if its potential increase had been added to its 1950 population? The 
0 potential 1960 population" for the state, economic areas, and counties 
has been determined by adding the potential population increase to the 
1950 population for the given area. This potential 1960 population can 
then be compared with the "actual 1960 population;" that is the popula-
Table 10 South Dakota's Economic Areas: Potential 1960 Population, 
Actual 1960 Population, and Percentage Net Migration 
Net Change Through 
1960 1960 Migration 
Economic Actual Potential Percent of Area Population Population Number 1950 Pop. 
Area 1 166,685 177,252 -10,567 - 7.5 
Area la 141,513 144,794 - 3,281 - 2.8 
Area lb 25,172 32,485 - 7,286 -28.0 
Area 2 149,304 176,801 -27,497 -18.2 
Area 2a 57,497 67,433 - 9,936 -17.7 
Area 2b 91,807 109,368 -17,561 -18.6 
Area 3 109,607 137,432 -27,825 -23.5 
Area 3a 32,823 40,683 - 7,860 -22.5 
Area 3b 76,784 96,749 -19,965 -23.8 
Area 4 254,918 282,991 -28,073 -11.6 
Area 4a 84,681 100,794 -15,113 -17.4 
Area 4b 169,237 182,197 -12,960 - 8.3 
State Total 680,514 774,476 -93,962 -14.4 
30. 
tion that was counted in that. area at the ti.me of the 1960 census, ~pril _ 
. . 
1, 1960. Thus we find .the State's potential 1960 pOpulatiori was . 
774,476, whereas the population .that actually existed in the State at 
the time of the 1960 census enumeration was only 680,514. Table 10 shows 
the potential and the actual 1960 population for the State's-economic 
areas; Appendix Table 2 gives these figures for each' county in the State. 
Net Migration 
; . . 
Introduction The estimation of the "potential populati:~~ 
increase" and the "po-t:,en~ial 1960 population" for the State a~d its 
major subdivisions h.as constituted _important steps in achieving the 
final phase of our analysis--net . . migration.· -We)mpw ~hat during any 
. ... 
pel;'io~ of . time people move· into a g_i ven area such as a state, and.· others 
move oµt of it; in this manner the population is added to, and su?-
tracted from. At present, we have no way e>f knowing the volume of 
movement in, or the volume of the movement out. .: We_ can, however, .. 
estimate the extent o.f ''net migration." Net migration is the balance 
of out-migration offset by in-migrat~on. For this report estimate~ 
of -net_migration were determined ~y subtracting the potential 1960 
population from the actual 1960 population. . The difference betwe_en 
the two numbers being the a~u~l em:ount of net migration. If the 
1960_ population is the larger, reflecting the fact that the actual 
population ~s larger than the potential, the difference is~ positive .. . 
number indicating the amount of~ .. in-migrat_ion. On the _~ther hand, 
. ' . 
if the potential 1960 population is the larger, reflecting. the fact 
• 
-
• 
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;: 
that the potential population was larger t~an .th~ actual, populati6n, 
. . ... : / " . :; 
the difference is a negative number indicating the amow:it ~f .n~tfbut-
"·' J • • 
l 
migration. In as much· as the number of out-migrants or_; iri~migra.p~s is 
not ~~ngful f~r the P,Urpose of comparing areas with :' differen~: size~ . 
'\ ·' . 
• • • •• ## - :': • • •• 
populations, net migration is expre~sed· as a percent of t?e :ar~~'s 1950 
population. 
,; 
The State's~ Migration As was pointed out earlier, $outh 
Dakota's po~ential pop~ation increase for the decade ~~-121, 736 • . · If 
. .. .., ., 1, · .. ·. 
thei State had neither lost, nor gained population tfirough· mig~ation·~ 
the total population on April 1, 1960 (potential 19·60 )>opul~tion) ~uld 
have been 774,476. The actual population total on_: th~t dat~:, ho~ver, was 
ii' 
680,514. ~~us ·south Dakota had 93,962 less popul~tion th~ would'·be ex-
pected on the pasis .or the natural, increase fhat -~ccrued ti the State • 
. This me~s.:7th~t the State lost 93,·962, or 14.4% 9f its 1950 pop'4-ation, 
• • I • : ., • !! • 
th~ough net out-migratib~ for .the ' l950-1960 .pertod {Table}10). ·This 
loss is larger than during the decade 1940 to 1950 .when det migration 
from South Dakota involved an estimated net movement of 79,035 persons 
out of the State. This net out-migration was 12.3% of the 1940 popula-
tion. 
Not one of the State's economic 
are~s showed a net in-migra:L i.on for the decade. Viewed anoth_er way, 
each of the State's eco~c. ,ic areas experienced an actual 1960 population 
whi~h was less than its _pDtE:'7)ti~ 1960 population. In terms o_f migration, 
the volume of people leavj~g t -he economic area was greater in each case 
than the volume of people moving into the area • 
TABLE 11 TOI'AL POPULATION, NATURAL INCREASE AND NET MIGRATION OF SOUTH DAKarA ECONOMIC AREAS 
\.,J 
N 
1950-1960 
Potential Actual Net Change Through 
Population Natural Population Population Migration 
Economic Area A12ril 11 1250 Increase A12ril la l960 AE!:il la 1260 Percent of 
·Number 1220 Pop,. 
Area 1 Total 141,404 35,848 177,252 166,685 -10,567 -7.5 
Area l(a~ 115,410 29,384 144,794 141,513 · -3,281 -2.8 
Area l(b 25,944 6,464 32,458 25,172 -7,286 -28.0 
Area 2 Total 150,665 26,136 176,801 149,304 -27,497 -18.2 
Area 2{a) 56,264 11,169 67,433 57,497 -9,936 -17.7 
Area 2(b) 94,401 14,967 109;368 "91,807 -17,561 -18.6 
Area 3 Total 118,595 18,837 137,432 109,607 -27,825 -23.5 
Area J(a) 34,882 5,801 40,683 32,823 -7,860 -22.5 
Area 3(b) 83,713 13,036 96,749 76,784 -19,965 -23.8 
Area 4 Total 242,076 . 40,915 282,991 254,918 -28,073 -11.6 
Area 4(a) 86,666 14,128 100,794 85,681 -l5,113 -17.4 
Area 4(b) 155,410 26,787 182,197 169,237 -12,960 -8.3 
St'ate T.otal 65.2, 740 121,736 774;476 680,514 -93,962 -14.4 
I • 
• 
-
!rea la • • • • • • • • • This area had the largest· actual population increase 
in the State (20.7%). It also had the least loss due to net out-
migration. Two counties in this area experienced net in-migration: 
Pennington with 8,717 (25,6%) and Stanley with 1,357 (66%). In spite 
of the gains for these two counties the area as a whole showed a net 
out-migration population loss of 3,281 (-2.8%). 
Area lb • It will be recalled that this area includes most of •••••••• 
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the State's Indian Reservation land. Area lb had the largest percent-
age net out-migration of the State. The total loss to out-migration 
was 7,286 which represents 28.0% of the area's 1950 population. 
Washabaugh County's loss of 54.1% to out-migration was the largest 
percent of net out-migration for any county in the State. 
Although this area had an actual population gain of 
1.7% for the decade, it showed a loss through net out-migration of 
9,936 or 17.7% of its 1950 population. One county in this area exper-
' 
ienced net in-migration. Hughes qounty experienced a net in-migration 
of 2,219 or a gain through migration of 27.4% of its 1950 population. 
Area 2b • •••••••• This area had an actual population loss for the de-
cade of 2,594 or -2.7%. All of the counties lost population due to 
net out-migration. The total loss for the area through net out-migra-
tion was 17,561 or 18.6% of the 1950 population. 
During the last ten years there has been a net out-
migration for all of the counties in this area. Area 3a had an actual 
population loss of 5-9% for the decade. The net out-migration from 
this area involved a population loss of 7,860 or 22,5%. 
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This area had an actual population loss -cf 6,929 ·or 
8.3%. Its loss due to net out-migratiori, however, was much· greater. 
This area had the second highest loss in the State due to out-ni:i.gra-
tion·· (19,965 or 23.8%). The closing out of work at Ft. Randall Dam 
had a considerable effect on this area's population. For example, 
Charles Mix County, the county most affected, had an actual population 
loss ·of 3,773 (-24.3%), the second-highest in the State. Charles Mix 
County ·also showed a high 'net out-migration for the decade; in fact, 
it was sec·ond highest in the State with a loss ·of 6,578 or -42.3% of its 
1950· .. population~ The loss in this · county ·was almost one-third of the 
total loss due to out-migration for the entire area. 
~.,..ea ~a. , .•...... The economic area located in the Northeast corner of 
the State had an actual population loss of 985 or -1.1% during the last 
ten years • . However, its ioss due to net out-migration was ~uch greater. 
The estimated ·net migration from ·this area was -15,113 or -17 .4%· of its 
1950 population. 
This ·economic area showed an actual population gain of 
13,825 (8.9%) since 1950.· · Howeve·r, in spite of this gain the actual 
1960 population did not come up to·· :the area's potential 1960 population. 
The area showed an estimated loss from out-migration of 12,960 or -8.3%. 
Even Minnehaha· County with its· large actual iifr:rease in population of 
15,655 (22-.1%) bt:i.rely came up to its pot'eritial ·1960 population • 
.. Minnehaha was one of the few counties to show a net in-migration for 
the decade, in this c·ase an estimated net in-migration of 'lo persons ( 0.01%) • 
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Net Migration f2.!: Counties Although twenty-two counties 
showed actual population increases for the 1950 to 1960 decade, only 
counties experienced an increase greater than their potential 
increase. The four counties that showed a population increase due to 
net in-migration are: Stanley (66.o,t), Hughes (27.4%). Pennington 
(25.6%) and Minnehaha (O.Ol.%) (Appendix Table 2). 
The remaining sixty-three counties all showed a net loss through 
out-migration for the ten year period. Over one-half of these counties 
had a net out-migration greater than 2Cf/, of their 1950 populations. In 
fact, thirty counties had net out-migrations in the 20 to 30 percent 
range (Appendix Table 2). 
Summary 
The general trends of change in South Dakota's population have 
continued during the 1950-60 decade. The State's total population 
was enumerated in 1960 as 680,514 persons, a 4.3% gain during the ten-
year period. This total gain in the South Dakota population was 
greater than those which have occurred during each of the previous 
three decades. This 1950-60 increased total growth has led many South 
Dakotan's to believe that the rate of net out-migration of South 
Dakota's population during the 19309 s and 1940's must be slowing down 
or even decreasing. But to the contrary, South Dakota's net out-
migration during the 1950-60 decade, although less than in the 1930's, 
increased over the 1940-50 decade. Whereas South Dakota lost 79,035 
-
-
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persons during the 1940-50 decade (12.3% of the 1940 population) due 
to net out-migration, during the 1950-60 decade the State's loss through 
net out-migration amounted to 93,962 or 14.4% of the total 1950 popu-
• 
lation. JI 
One important question remains to be answered. The perplexed 
reader may be asking himself, "But how, during the same decade, can 
the total population of South Dakota indicate a larger increase while 
the net out-migration from the State also increased?" The answer lies 
in South Dakota's increase in the number of births, and South Dakota's 
maintenance of a low death rate. 
For those who are concerned with the growth of South Dakota's 
population, they should be aware of the fact that growth can be con-
sidered in tenns of two different levels. (1) South Dakota's popula-
tion actually increased at a greater rate for the 1950-60 decade than 
for the 1940-50 decade (1.5% and 4.3%, respectively). (2) On the other 
hand, the estimated loss of population through net out-migration also in-
creased from -12.3% for the decade 1940-50 to -14.1.{/, for the 1950-60 decade. 
1/ South Dakota's net out-migration for the 1930-40 decade was 
122,902 or 17.3% of the 1930 population. 

38 
APPENDIX - TABLE 1. BIRTHS, DEATHS AND NATURAL INCREASE FOR SOUTH DAKaI'A COUNI'IFS 
BY ECONOMIC AREA~ APRIL 1, 1950 TO MARCH 31, 1960* 
County Births Deaths Natural County Births Deaths Natural 
1250-60 1220-60 Increase 1220-60 1220-60 Increase 
Area la 40,492 11,108 ~,384 Area 3a 9,058 3,257 5,801 
Butte 2,192 808 1,384 Aurora · 1,213 463 750 
Corson 2,144· 542 1,602 "Brule 1,767 632 1,135 
Custer 1,200 529 671 Buffalo 538 136 402 
Fall River 2,637 1,247 1,390 Gregory 2,000 804 1,196 
Haakon 932 .288 644 Jerauld 1,054 419 635 
Harding 646 204 442 Tripp 2,486 803 1,683 
Jackson 549 202 347 Area 3b 20,487 7,451 13,036 Jrnies 636 214 422 
Lawrence 4,415 1,645 2,770 Bon Homme 2,231 920 1,311 
Lyman 1,260 419 841 Charles Mix 3,958 1,153 2,805 
Meade 2,644 940 1,704 Davison 4,262 1,713 2,549 
Pennington 18,733 3,308 15,425 Douglas 1,338 479 859 Perkins 1,627 558 1,069 Hanson 1,204 369 835 Stanley 877 204 673 Hutchinson 2,640 968 1,672 
Area lb 9,342 2,878 6,464 McCook 2,194 800 1,394 - Miner 1,396 537 859 Bennett 991 337 654 Sanborn 1,264 512 752 
Dewey-Arms. 1,747 453 1,294 
Mellette 903 362 541 Total(3a&b) 29,545 10,708 18,837 
Shannon 2,709 843 1,866 
Todd 1,715 549 1,166 
Washabaugh 469 138 330 Area 4a 22,014 7,886 14,128 
Ziebach 809 196 613 
Bro~kings 4,835 1,443 3,392 
Total (la&b) 49,834 l_J I 986 32.848 Codington 5,264 1,771 3,493 
Deuel 1,663 721 942 .. Area 2a 15,764 4,595 11,169 Grant 2,543" 901 1,642 
Hamlin 1,490 616 ·874 
Campbell 910 260 650 Kingsbury 2,462 977 1,485 
Edmunds 1,667 49t··· 1,176 Roberts 3,757 .. . 1,457 2,300 
Faulk 1,297 437 860 
Hand 1,969 597 1,372 Area 4b 41,370 14,583 26,787 
Hughes 3,234 -839 2,395 
Hyde 762 .257 505 Clay 2,439 980 . 1,459 
McPherson 1,538 495 1,043 Lake 2,816 1,163 1,653 
Potter 1,489 394 1,095 Lincoln 2,849 1,231 1,618 
Sully 781 157 624 Minnehaha 22,295 6,640 15,655 
Walworth 2,117 668 1,449 Moody 2,017 828 1,189 
Turner 2,578 1,169 1,409 
Area 2b 23,394 8,427 14,967 Union .. 2,380 1,045 1,335 
Yankton 3 ,99~- 1,527 2,469' 
Beadle 5,677 1,852 3,825 
Brown 8,860 2,896 5,964 Total(4a&b) 63 1384 22,!f.69 !f.0,215 
Clark 1,759 732 1,027 
Day 2,607 1,093 1,514 
State 
Total(2a&b) 39,158 13,022 26,136 Total 181,921 60.185 121,736 
- * Vital Statisttcs furnished by the office of Vital Statistics, State Department of Public Health, Pierre, South Dakota. Births and deaths are corrected for under-
registration and late reporting. 
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Table 2 Total Population, Natural Increase and Net Migration, South Dakota Economic 
Areas ·and Counties, 1950-1960 
Potential Actual Net Migration 
Count? · ·Population Natural Population Population % of 
. . ~.April 1, Increase April 1, April 1, Number 1220 
1950 1960 . 1960 
Area l(al 115,410 29,384 144,794 141,513 -3,281 - 2.8 
Butte 8,161 1,384 9,545 8,592 - 953 -ll.7 Corson 6,168 1,602 7,770 5,798 -1,972 -32.0 
Custer 5,517 · ·671 6,188 4,906 -1,282 -23.2 
Fall River 10,439 1,390 ll,829 10,688 -1,141 -11.0 
Haakon 3,167 .644 3,811 3,303 508 -16.o 
Harding 2,289 442 2,731 2,371 - 360 -15.7 
Jackson 1,768 347 2,115 1,985 - 130 - 7.4 
Jones 2,281 422 2,703 2,066 - 637 -27.9 
Lawrence l .~,648 2,770 19~418 17,075 -2,343 -14.1 
Lyman 4,572 841 5,413 4,428 - 985 -21.5 
Meade 11,516 1,704 13,220 12,044 -1,176 -10.2 
Pennington 34,053 15,425 49,478 58,195 8,717 25.6 -Perkins 6,776 1,069 7,845 5,977 -1,868 -27.6 
Stanley 2,055 673 ·2,728 4,085 1,357 .. 66.o 
Area l(bl 25,994 6,464 32,458 25,172 -7,286 -28.0 
·Bennett 3,396 654 4,050 3,053 - 997 -29.4 
Dewey-Armstrong 4,968 1,294 6,262 5,257 -1,005 -20.2 
Mellette 3,046 541 3,587 2,664 - 923 -30.3 
Shannon 5,669 1,866 7,535 6,000 -1,535 -27.1 
Todd 4,758 1,166 5,924 4,661 -1,263 -:26.5 
Washabaugh 1,551 330 1,881 1,042 - 839 -54.1 .. 
Ziebach 2,606 613 3,219 2,495 - 724 -27~8 
Area 1 Totals 141,404 .~5,848 177,252 166,685 -10,567 - 7.5 
Area 2(a} 56,264 11,169 67,433 57,497 - 9,936 -17.7 
Campbell 4,046 650 4,696 3·,531 -1,165 -28.8 
Edmunds 7,275 1,176 8,451 6,079 -2,372 -32.6 
Faulk 4,752 860 5,612 4,397 -1,215 -25.6 
Hand 7,149 1,372 8,521 6,712 -1,809 -25.3 
Hughes 8,111 2,395 10,506 12,725 2,219 27.4 
Hyde 2,811 -. 505 3,316 2,602 - 714 -25.4 
McPherson 7,071 1,043 . 8,114 5,821 -2,293 -32.4 
Potter 4,688 1,095 5,783 4,926 - 857 -18.3 
Sully 2,713 624 3,337 2,607 - 730 -26.9 
Walworth 7,648 1,449 9,097 8,097 -1,000 -13.l 
Area 2{bl 94,401 14,967 109,368 91,807 -17,561 -18.6 
Beadle 21,082 3,825 24,907 21,682 - 3,.225 -15.3 
Brown 32,617 5,964 38,581 34,106 - 4,475 -13.7 
Clark 8,369 1,027 9,396 7,134 - 2,262 -27.0 
Day 12,294 1,514 13,808 10,516 - 3,292 -26.8 
Marshall 7,835 1,072 8,907 6;663 - 2,244 -28.6 
Spink .12,204 1,565 13,769 11,706 - 2,063 -16.9 
Area 2 Totals 150,665 26,136 176,801 149,304 -27,497 -18.2 
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Table 2 Total Population, Natural Increase and Net Migration, South Dakota Economic 
(Continued) Areas and Counties, 1950-1960 
Potential Actual Net Migration 
Count:t: Population Natural Population Population % of 
April 1, Increase April 1, April 1, Number 1220 
1220 1260 1260 
Area J(a2 34,882 5,801 40,683 32,823 - ·1,860 -22.5 
Aurora 5,020 750 5,770 4,749 - 1,021 -20.3 
Brule 6,076 1,135 7,211 6,319 892 -14.7 
Buffalo 1,615 402 2,017 1,547 470 -29.1 
Gregory 8,556 1,196 9,752 7,399 - 2,353 -27.5 
Jerauld 4,476 635 5,111 4,048 - 1,063 -33-7 
Tripp 9,139 1,683 10,822 8,761 - 2,061 -22.6 
Area J(b) 83,713 13,036 96,749 76,784 -19,965 -23.8 
Bon Honnne 9,440 1,311 10,751 9,229 - 1,522 -16.1 
Charles Mix 15,558 2,805 18,363 11,785 - 6,578 -42.3 - Davison 16,522 2,549 19,071 16,681 - 2,390 -14.5 Douglas 5,636 859 6,495 5,113 - 1,382 -24.5 
Hanson 4,896 835 6,495 4,584 - 1,147 -23.4 
Hutchinson 11,423 1,672 13,095 11,085 - 2,010 -17.6 
McCook 8,828 1,394 10,222 8,268 - 1,954 -22.1 
Miner 6,268 859 7,127 5,398 - 1,729 -27.6 
Sanborn 5,142 752 5,894 4,641 - 1,253 -24-4 
Area J Totals 118,595 18,837 137,432 109,607 -27,825 -23.5 
- Area Mal 86,666 14,128 100,794 85,681 -15,113 -17.4 
Brookings 17,851 3,392 21,243 20,046 - 1,197 - 6.7 
Codington 18,944 3,493 22,437 20,220 - 2,217 -11.7 
Deuel 7,689 942 8,631 6,782 - 1,849 -24.0 
Grant 10,233 1,642 11,875 9,913 - 1,962 -19.2 
Hamlin 7,058 874 7,932 6,393 - 1,629 -23.1 
Kingsbury 9,962 1,485 ll,447 9,227 - 2,220 -22.3 
Roberts 14,929 2,300 17,229 13,190 - 4,039 -2:7.1 
Area 4{b) 155,410 26,787 182,197 169,237 -12,960 - 8.3 
Clay 10,993 1,459 12,452 10,810 - 1,642 -14-9 
Lake 11,792 1,653 13,445 11,764 - 1,681 -14.3 
Lincoln 12,767 1,618 14,385 12,371 - 2,014 -15.8 
Minnehaha 70,910 15,655 86,565 86,575 10 .01 
Moody 9,252 1,189 10,441 8,810 - 1,631 -17.6 
Turner 12,100 1,409 l.3,509 11,159 - 2,350 -19.4 
Union 10,792 1,335 12,127 10,197 - 1,930 -17.9 
Yankton 16,804 2,469 19,273 17,551 - 1,722 -10.2 
Area 4 Totals 242,076 40,915 282,991 254,918 -28,073 -11.6 
Sources: u. s. Bureau of the Census, Seventeenth Census of the United States, 1950 
and "Advance Report, Final Population Count, 1960 Census of Populationn 
Special tabulations, South Dakota Department of Health, Office of Public 
Health Statistics. 
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